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PREFACE

. ~ ’
The Rese¢arch on Evaluatien. Program is @ Northwest Regional -

~.use 1n education.

.Educational Laboratory project of research, aevelopment, testing,
and tfaining designéd to create new evaluation methodologies for

This document ' is one of a series of papers and

reports produced by program staff, vxsztlng schalars, adjunct

methocologles.

“

etwork of colleagues working on the development of new—

- .

/

What kinds of problems do evaluators encounter 'in the course of
their work? This report contains a collection of thirteen brief
statements (2-9 pages) of probhkems encountered by evaluation
practitioners in state-Gepartments of eqbcatlon. These problem
case descriptions, prepared by practitioners themselves, provide
1nsight i1nto the difficulties of state level evaluation practig;.

‘b

Nick L. émith. Editor
Paper and Report Series
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PROBLEM CASE DESCRIPTIONS

Introduction

.What kinds bf problems do evaluators encounter in the cours®
of thei{ work? This report contains a collectionlof\thlr:jpn
such problems as reported by evaluation practitltnersvin state
education aéenc1es (SEAs) . These cases were assembled by Dr.
Darrel N. Caulley of thé'Re§53jch on Evaluation Program so that
program staff would have a better qnderstandinq.of the *
.ditfidulties encou;tered by sthte department evaluators.
Assqutions ab?ut the nature of evaluation practice, its problems .
and constraints, underlie much of the work of(tbe prcgram. These
collected practitioner statements enable program staff to test,
.the validity of staff vxews of practice and to. grougd further
work in first-hand accounts of evaluation praetice. )

A tgmber of evaluators irr state .departments of.educatton'werq

paid’a nominal- fee to prepare brief (2-9 pages) statements of *a
N

problem they had eanuntézad in their work. 'They weré asked to
describe an actual prdgzem in sufficient detail so that others
could understand ‘the natuge of the problem, 1ts comtéxt and . .
+» implications., The ;riters were allowed to select any problem
'they wisH:d and to presentAit ib the form they thought mdst
ﬁseful (Of course, names, dates, etc. were altered to 1nsure
anOnymity ) To aid their efforts, writers were sent sample

f problem case descriptions obtained from business education

at

N »
materials. The following list of possible problem topics was
_also ptovided:7 Co

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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a. What methodological problems do SEAs currently have?

N

b. What new methods are neeaed?

- c. Which methods need to be improved?

’ ~. s . , ‘ f
What problems are there in the development Of new
methods? ! '

o,

Y
*

e. What problems are there in the implementation.of new
" "methods? : ¢

. . -
f.  What kinds of materials and training systems are
needed to help SEAs improve methods?
g. What serious personnel/staff;pg problems does your
SEA svaluation unit have?

h. what serious management problems does your SEA
evaluation unit have? . .

t -

1. What serious plannlﬁg problems does your SEA
."evaluation’ unit have? ' ;. )

.J. What important resources problems does your/SﬁA
evaluation wnit have? ;
r ) N // *
k. What important reporting problems does y ur SEA
evaluation unit have? . ’ //’5 .
. ;s\
.1. What important interagency communicafion problems

. does your SEA Wvaluation unit have
/ - ~
/

The thirteen problem statgments whth’follow vary
. . , /
considerably in topic, length, and rat., We are grateful to
the'followind individu§ls who providg¥d these problem case

descriptions: . ' i . &£
Mary And Awad . Ne4/Yozk Department of Education
Bill Burson lifornia Department of Education
Alex Hazelton + /Alaska Department of Education
Jerry Hutchinson ' Missisgsippi Department of Education
Thomas Kerins Illinois Office of Education
Ann Kraetzer Colorado Departiment, of Education

- George Malo / Tennessee Department of Education

Claudia MerkelzKeller New Jer Departmd&% of Education
Lyn Nachman’ MinnesB®ta Department of Education
Michael Plog Illincis Office of Education
Norman Stenzel Illinois Office of Education &
Donna_ Van Kirk, ’ wWashington Department of- Education

' C L .. -

/ -
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Dr. Caulley originally intended to supplement this collection
of case desbrlptions WLtn,add;tiopal analysis and thmentary.
Due to a serioug and lengihy illness, thever, Be has been unable
to do so.’ Hopefully, he will be able to return to this task in a
.. few months. *In the meantime, these problem,statements haye been

gathered hefe for use by ptogram staff.

Nick L. Smigh
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Problem Case Description No. 1

Nohpublzc Student Auxiliary Servicés Program

\

~

Background

th Mary can't read and wby Johnny c?n't add are serious\
‘concerns facing educators at all }evels--local, state and
nation?l.

A State departfent of eduéation in one4of the. greater '
metropolitan éreas of the nation ié develdpingAand impleﬁenfing
significgnt remediation and'compensaﬁory‘programs to deal with
the large numberg of its students falling below the

state-established minimum basi¢ skills performanée levels. By
7 state mandate ail of those.stuéents félling below the state
standard must be served:bx a remedial program which can be
funded, in full or in part, by local, stage and_fede{a% funds or
a.combination of these. As cin.be expected, the.Statq_départment.
of ;ducation implements a very sizeable Titlg_I program which v
serves botﬁ public and nonpublic s§pdent§. Approximately 77 -
million dollars are allocated to the state by the federal
government Every year for-the provision of Title I pregrams and
pr;jepts.‘ '

¢ ' The State Legislature has also made 2 commitment to provide
remedial programs to thelftqye's students through the allocation

of abouf 68 million dollars fﬁr the Stife Compensatory’ Education

Prdgfam. The State Compensatory Echation ProgiPm is /76
. administered by the State Department of Education And is aimééi%t

the public sector. In 1977, the-StaFe Legislature also passed

two laws with a funding package of about 9 million dollars which
provided auxiliary services and general'éervic;s for nompublic
students. This-legislation w;s a significant step forward -in

terms of-the allocation of public monies to gservice the nonpubiic

_gector. At the heart-of the issue is the separation of church

Wiy

and state.  —~

.
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" As can be seen from the previous discu551bn,,this state's
budgetary commitment to providing compensatory ‘services to its 1.
students is in the neighborhood of 160 million dollars. oOf

o
course, from a policy and decision making level, both state and

e

b

national, the guegtion arises, "Is the program working?"; that is

to say, "Are the éhlldren learning more as a result of the

program?" Thege accountablllty ang, evaluatlon questlons, as well ..

‘

- as others, gave rise to the, development of the Title I Evaluation . n .
and Reporting System (TIERS) at the natlonal level through

pressure from the U.S. Congress. .

The TIERS system attempts to formalize data collection and .
reporting across the states through the implementatxon of three

outcome evaluation madels &r de51gns coupled with the gatherlng ’

of other program and process data. K ;

(Thq three outcome eyaluation models or designs are as follows: # .

) Modél A: the norm-referenced model,
Model B: the control-group model, '
Model C: the special regression model. , .
- . , ) \‘ A k]
. All three models are des}gned‘to be used with any valid and

.

reliable norm-referenced test or griterion-referenced test.
Additionally, each of the models requires botn pre-testing and ) -
post-testing and imboses\some special conditions and restrictions
on the testing itself. The three models eaeh provide data on an
observed post-treatment éerformance'measure and an estimate of
what that performance would have been withéut the program (i.e.,
without the treatment) )
This state v1ewed the models proposed and then mandated 1n v

» 1979 for Title I%programs as a viable method to look at -
evaluation for all of its basic skills preventive and remedial
programs ‘in the state regardless of funding source. ThF state
took a bold step and mandated the use' of the Title I Evaluation /

€ and Reporting System (xJERS) far all of its compensatory programs )
operating in the state. The staterhas been Successﬁul in the

. melementation of TIERS for its Title I programs: and for its

State Compensatory~£duqation in the public sector.- Plans aré .t

)

' | o “/“L/\ ' |v”/




* < \ ) »
4 ' h .
. currently underway to augment the basic-output design with other
oy tybes of program ana process data. , .
Vs - [ ‘
A Issue |,

1 1

Coy At the cété'of this issue, however, 1s the state's role in
’ ' the planning; development, Snd implément;tion.of an evaluation
* ~ . system 1including TIERS for the compensatory eaucation services
provided under the Nonpublic Student Auxiliary Services Program
. (see Figure 1J. ' -
The issue is a complex one, since it not only deals with (1)
the issue Of state control and qovernancé in terms of the
separation of church and state, but also With (2) philosophical
hconcerns which suggest tha;‘if an agencg‘accepts monies from the
state khat agency must be accountable to the state for those
monies apd must be governed by the implementation rules for the
;use of those monies. Added to the governance issue is (3) the
;'lssﬁe of program planning abd evaluation. At the state level,
one needs to know if the program is working, and indeed, if
. brogram services are reaching tfie intended audiences. At
present, the State Department of Education is at a loss to be
able,ﬁo say anything much beyond ‘the total putlay of‘ﬁonies by
categéry by scﬁbol district. ’'State ménitoring of the program is -
virtually non-existent. Again, by default kor at leat post-hoc),
N p;ogzam'QValEation plamning may ?ive substance and shfpe to the
overall planning, implementation, and delivery of the particular

‘program insgquestion.

eRlc 0 o | o
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Auxiliary Services Program @&

4

'§ ) The two-state laws which cogprisg tne funding package fo,

' Description of the Nonpublic Student

services to nonpublic students can be partitioned into the

féllOwing subsections: ’

' * » Tl
T 2 ’
v
2'
]
Auxiliary services for
. nonpublic students 3.
. 5 .
% ¢
t )
‘ ¢ 4.
f\ln - c’
’
.“ R .
. . .
fa M . ° . .
) ’ .
Lt 5.
kg
-» - .
- ' M . -
General services for
nonpublic students - 6.

,

"Compensatory education" means
preventive and remedial pro-
gfams in basic communication
and computational skills as
set forth 1in the state
admﬁpistrative code.
"Supportive services for
acquiring communication . .
proficiency in the English
language for .¢hilaren of
limited English-speaking ,
ability" means programs® in
English as a second language.’

"Supplementary instruction”
means instruction provided
for a pupil Elasaifigd pursu-
ant to state law as handi-
capped; it is given in
addition to the regul
instructional. program of such
a pupil, as set forth in the
state administrative code.

"Home instruction” means -
individua}l instruction given
in lieu of regular classroom

'instructiOn o a pupil who is

unable to attend. school
because of illness or injury, _

"as set forth in the state

adninistrative code.

Examination and classification
of potentially handicapped
pupils' (i,e., child study team
services).

Corrective speech services -
(articulation disorders).

.

.o
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. ) Y
-In order to focus the discussion, ofly evaluation problems

~ dealing with Category 1 (compensatory education) will .be dealt
' t
with 1n the subsequent discussion. L. ‘
) Services falling under "coppensatory" correspbdnd to the
) . ¥
generally acceptedQefin,ition of a preventive and remedial basic
* skills programs as “provided under the state law. Therefore, only
- services which are Ecompensatory” would be subsumed under the
¢ érogrémﬂevaluation procedures (TIERS) currently being implemented
' statewide. ; )
‘ The one major.problem with program evaluation under the state
- law gove}ning nonpublic education is the lack of reference to
. ‘ . -
- program evaluation requirements inyeither the law itself or in
. . Iy /
J the interpretive and guideline matérials prepared by the State .
g - [Repartment:
- ’ ! "At the close of the school
. Yyear, the district board of
: ' education shall submit to the
- - Commigssioner a report describ-
. ‘Problem with lack of ing the classification and
) reference to program corrective services provided
T evaluagion in law, by the district board of edu-
% . .. cation purusant to state’ law.
’ : _° The report shall be completed
in a manner prescribed by e
» ~ Commissioner and shall in-
clude, but not be limited /to,
such information as the
- . . classification and corrective
‘ . ’ service provided, numbers of

nonpublic scbool pupils
served, frequency and/or

. . amount of the service, and
. facilities utilized." .

There are several problems or concerns raised by provisions
in the state law governing nonpublic education concerning the
implementation and manaéement of services: X : »

- . * Services must be provided in
a pon-gectarian facility
7 . ) (i.e., students much receive
; services away from their usual
. environment).

¢

.
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S
Problems w1th<gmp1ementa-
tion and management of

services @
A
- ‘ . £~
\ -

e ™ y

"depending upon sueh factors as number of pupils, kinds of

Services must be arzanged for
and managed by the public
school and ,may not include
use of any staff employed by)
the nonpublic facility.

3
Services may be arranged
either through contracting,
hiring of staff by the public
school, or through cocpera-
tives among more than one
public school district.

Services may be delivered in a variety of ways,

services, iocagion ?f facriiti;s, personnel avail¥ble, ldgistics,

funds availablej etc.

\w

* e - » O\

i

Some.of these ways include the following:

Districts themselves providing
services to all eligible
pupils for whom these dis-
tricts are responsible;

-Two or mare districts cooper-
ating to provide_ services to
all eligible pupils attending
nonpublic’ schools locatéd
within their regpective dis-
trictg, whether or not the
.pupils actually reside in the
same district where the non-
public school they attend is
located;

. N
Districts providing services
through a county‘ducational 4
services commission

Pistticts contracting with an
educational improvement center
to provide services; and

-
Districts contracting with a
non-gectarian private school
to provide services”

Each of the above represents any number of variables which
may -have an 1ﬁbact on the services. With the variations that ‘can
occur, as:umpffénl regarding consistency in treatment conditions

fall apart. Measurement of program impact could be aggregated

4

‘10

. a L.
c * v
. . . .]




onky if raasonableﬁcontrols are built i1n to retrieve relevant
infor?atlon on setting, types of‘serv1ces, *etc. Given the fact ) .
thatlsetﬁlces must oqcur}outsiéé of the nonpublic school, the .
potential for a breakdown in communicatien between the regular .
/ - teachers armd the comperisatory staff increases. . *
' gountar to the provisions uhder the state law governing
< nonpublic education are the prévisions for nonpublic services ' b
under P.L. 89-10 (as amended). The ESEA Title I program, which
requ1r1ng‘manageﬁent by the pub;ic séhool,'fostert much more . s (g
consiatent~servicés in that:
4 *l. Services are provided an-site in the nonpublic
facility.

2. Services are provided by staff specifically ‘
identified as instrycaional personnel for the _ '
w nonpublic facilities (since uynder 192, these -
personnel are-not employees Of the nonpublic
.+ school). Services are provided through coordination -
w1th the administrators and staff in the nonpublic .

"‘ . e’ SChOOl- ]
THe Title I prsaram also represents a Soint planning effort . X
between public and nompublic schéols in that a single program ‘
»plan'is developeé, needs assessmeng,is coordinated, and program ' /-
3 ‘ ) v
evaluation procedures are designed for both the public and _

. nonpublic components (while these may differ in terms of

-~

- specifics, provision for evalqatién is present for both).

' Another genafal;éxobiem.with the state law govarning -

, nonpublic education is limited funds available. By the time - "
suitable fagflities are formed, transportation‘is arranged, etc.,
the number of séudents who could be effectively served may be
very small in some cases. The nonpublic monies are used to bay )
all of these costs. Coptrols on the size, scope, and guality of ' . .

I3

.o ' - services appeit to be more limlted than under Title I.

)

The fact that services must oqsgf "off-site” precludes any

prov1s1on for comparigson groups. This means that the only

- ., reasonable model that might be appropriate for evaluating ‘ 5

. compensatory services under the nonpubllc fundlng category would
dy ' ‘ \
JWi . \‘1, . ] ‘ : .

o , ‘;4 . N - ’

. . 11
Q T . .
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be' TIERS Al

were being served and three test aamlnlstrators could be

-

(TIERS A2 ‘would not be approprzate unless a large N

scheduled) If *TIERS Al is required, then 1ssues pe:taining to
~>‘ sfnflzcts with on-going testing 1in either the public or nonpubllc
B schools arise. The guestion or consistency of services at
various sites, etc., all enter into the picture. .
R (% .
. « Evaluation Questions, Evaluation Problem Areas,
and Evaluation Needs
* l., Re-write (1mp5ct) on legislation to provide for a clear:

-

2.

3.

.'*

4.

5.

ERI
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evaluation mandate for those programs governed under the
state 1aw for nonpublic education.

Design a comprehensive state evaluation plan for the .
Nonpublic Student Aukiliary Services Program includipg:
* How are the appropriated funds spent by each
categorlcal area?

* How much instructional time does each student
recelve in each area?

what are the most fregquently ‘used models for the
delivery of these services?

o~

* Which models are the most cost-effective in terms

of their operations delivery of services and in

terms of student impact? &
, . '

.

Develop a cdncept“paper on the state governance role over the

nonpublic sector.

accomodate those special n

Refne the Title I Evaluatidz
the previous section. <

Deveiop a cdmpxehehsive program and budget evaluation,
reporting, auditing, and monitoring‘system.

"Develop an evaluation training-plan-for staff 1n the
nonpublic sector.

V4

and Reporting ‘System (TIERS)
s and problem apeas defined in

to




‘ . Problem Case Description No. 2
Evaluation in the State of Steiner*

Within Steiner State Department of Education, evaluation comes N
. ‘under the Office.of Planning and Evaluation. - “According to the
coordinator of -the office, the office is fortunate to be staffed

with hfghly qualified personnel. The office staff 1s made up of /

three individuals, each with a terminal degree in the field ot
education, and two hxghly skilled secretaries. According to the
coordinatot, methodologxcal problems that might be prevalent
among other state education agencies do not seem to be a concern
in Stéiner. The coordinator feels that the expertise of the

. staff within the Office of Planning and Evaluation negates
methodologxcal problem areas. .

The biggest problem area.confrontlng the Office of Planning
and Evaluation is the problem of acquiring appropriate funding
sources to effect proposed studies. There have been many
examples where study proposals have not been funded.

Management within the Steiner State Department of Education
has been very supportive of the Qffice of Planning and Evaluation.
The typical routine followed by this office 1s to prepare a
formal proposal, obtain proper authorization before proceeding,
and seek an appropriate funding source. Almost always the
appropriate funding source becomes the obstacle that hinders
implementation. Attached is aprief synopsis of the funding
. problem prepared by the coordxnator for one of the state
. legislators.

s

The Problem

. ———————————— L] rd

. Compared with dfher states, Steiner’seems to be the rqpiplent
of a‘disproportionate shage of federally allocated funds which
are administered through_educational projécts sponsored by the .

, National Ingtitute of Education (NIE) through research grants.

.

] The Cause L .

- . Projects funded through NIE usually-result from written

' -proposals which emerge successfully from a screening process.
Policies of NIE stipulate competition among potential recip ents
for the available funds.\ The very fact that: competztiveness ‘
exists works disfavorably for Steiner. For example, some state .
education agencies have on their staffs trained proposal

wrzters. In Steiner, the responsibility for writing a proposal *

)

*A fictitidous name for a state. o
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is usuél;y a§s%gne§ to a persbn in the office who most nearly
. relates to thg topic under consideration. That person presumably
’alreaay has full-tlme respon51b111t1es and will likely give only
taken.. effq;t to the task of writing a proposal, especzally wBen
- he regllzes that should the propogal be funded he will be given
' ';the responsxblllty of admxnlsterxng the prOJect in addition to “
. . his régular duties. Obviously, this procedure lessens the
,; . prospects of obtaining an ultimately funded proposal whlch’hes
b§en spbjected to the rigors of competition. ' If Stetner could
afford the l%xury of employing a proposel wrlteru the salary that
. that individual could ‘expect would be far below dhe salaries of
compifable 5081t10ns in other states. Again, competltion would
likely rule out the possibility of a prOJect keing’ funded for
u Steiner. Some exceptions do exist.' However, when one compares
the total amount of money rece{ved by stages through educitional
reqearch grants, he will find that Steiner does not compare
fagoiably.with those states that Bave more weaffh and more

A Y
skilled manpower for developing technical proposals.

. . ;
Ifsprqposed projects appear nebessary or usdeful for disbursiny
funds, the money could be allocated to sFates on the basis of
formulas which address such;factofa as school erirQllment, popula-
tion, per capita iecome, etc. Obviously,dthis procedure would
. ,negate the necessth of competition for funds for educational
research projects. This EOQS not‘maan, howevel. that competition
. "for grants should be totnlly elimxnated. Certainly, by the
. nature of some proposed pro;ects competLtion is desxrabde.

.

: Discretion is necessary.
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Lroblem Case Description 43

. % ’
The Evaluation Needs of Differing Aualiences

> - . g

<

Two and a half years ago, a state aepartment of education
instituted a full-time position for an internal program \

evaluation consultant. This positlon was designed as an

alternative 'to hiring independent (i.e.; external) contractors to”

perform evaluations requxrec'as part of federally or state funded

projects. ' J L. -

Since then, the demand for the%e se:vxc;s h;s more than
doubled. The evaluation staff 1s now grappling with issues.‘
related to 1ncreasihg its effectiveness within the organization.

In contrast with other state education agencies, this
Department 18 com;araplvely small and nas limited regu}atory
responsgibillities., .It 1s comprlsed‘of'approxlmatexy 125 &
professional staff who serve the State Board of Education.: Its
majbr function is to provide leadership to the state's public

[

school system. .

The State Board of Equcation has five memberskwﬁo are the
élected reprééentatives of the state's five congressional
districts. The'Board'eresp0n§1bilit1§s are"to distripute state

and federally apportioned funds to the schools. submit

' recommendations on education zmprovements to the Governpr a

General Assembly, and to appraise the work of the Commissioner of

' Education (whom the ‘Board appoints), the Department of Educagion.

and the state's pqpfic schaol systenm. 0 ‘
. Because the é!?te strong}y adheces to prxncxplés of local
qpntrol and autonomy, the Depattment staff's prlmary functions
are to provide leadership afte‘ﬁlcal assistance to school
distrxcﬁs and to administer federal and state categOftcal ‘
educational programs. These'services are organized In four
offices of nhe Department, each headed by an assxstant N
comm 1 er, and the office of the, Comnxssioner. The

Commis iOnes‘of Education and-ﬁssistanF Codmissioners form the

Department's Executive Committee. Within the five offices are

[
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Cg .
/I \
/ L4
! _thirty units, each specialized to provide either program servi;gs

. to the schools or suppg;t'serv1ces to ,the state Department of

Education. . .

The Planhing and Evaluatlon Unit has the prime responsibility
hmath to assist the Commxssxoner in pr;paratlon of the Department's
budget. A modified Proqram Plannxng and Budget System (PPBS)
called Planning and Marmagement System (PAMS) was developed by the
C Department to coordxnate the budget process. PaMS 1includes a
self- evaluatlon comp0nent for each program operated by the

Department. -

4
X L)
. Th\s ~self-evaluation component 1s geared toward the
N~

information needs of the state legislature and goes not provide
the level of cetail needed by managers of categotical projects.
Prior to the avallability of internal evaluation consulta&ts,
evaluation needé were met 1n two ways. Program evaluations were
conaucted by the prdject staff or through contracts with .
independent consultants. In the flrst sﬂFLatxon, staff igplcally
lacked the expertxse and the tl?e to conduct more than
. perfunctory program reviews. Contrgcts with opts;de consultants,
‘however, posed additional problemé. The Executive Committee

became disillusioned with independent contractors begause their

. ;ésults too freguently were characterized by one or more of the
following concerns:
”
° Lack of timeliness;
° Lack of formative evaluation;
/. Overly biagsed in a positive direction; .
°
°

,

Overly technical
) Not responsive to the informational needs of the -
. Executive Committee and State Board; and
° Lack of staff commftment to the evaluation results.

. To‘renedy these conterns, thd‘Depajtment agreed to expand the
. evaluatxon role of the Plannzng and Evaluation Unit by addxng
) staff with specialized evaltation tr# ning. Funding for the
evalvation staff did‘not follow Sdrivik‘(\prescr!ption that

LT

evaluatiod'gﬁndiﬁq not come tbtouéh the program budget. Rather,
the line-i1tem entry of evaluatzon in federai%y and state funded’

program budgets made internal evaluations posazble. . -
~ . '

El{llC ‘ : ‘ ’ 22 . l '
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Fﬁnds earmarked for evaluation.are noted by the Plamning and

. . .
Evaluatxq‘ staff auring the internal proposal review process.

‘Project managers are contacted and informed of the evaluation
.y .

services available through the Unit. 1If the project manager 1s

interested, the evaluation staff 1nﬂL;ates a process of defining
evaluation objectives. This process leads to a formal contract

for sefvices between the Planning and Evalbation Unit and the

v

project manager. 3

v

THe process, which is outllned in Figure A, 1s designed ko

fac111tatq\responsxveness to each level of management 1n the
[ 4

State Department of Education and to overcome the coacerhs listed
above. . Y ’ / S

That the process &s success¥ul 1s evidenced by 1increased
» o

demand for the service. The process has mét 1ts objective to

increase the involvement of the Executive Commlttéibin defining

evaluation objectives. ALl parties to the'evaluatibn concur that
benefits come from the accessibility, communlcatlon, and gommon
understandlnqs that the 1nternal environment affords

‘Because the evaluations 4&re conducted by management service

stafg, not program staff, the objectivity of the evaluators is

" enhanced. ,The evaluation staff 18 dfrectly accountable to the

" Planning épd Evaluation Unit director #h6 acts as’ a buffer and

mediator to protéct the evaluator's 1ntegrity. Proximity to =«
project staff fosters close'working relationships that increége
tée evaluator's ynderstanding of the 9L{03ect staff's view of
their pzograq's purPoses, goals, and.-prpblems.

However, the evaluation staff frequently feels torn between
the needs of project m;hagers and higher leve} managers %y the
Department ' / ]

Becapse funds avajlable for any given study gener@lly are

) 'limltgd, and the studies must meet federal or state ptogram

requirements for, evaluations, the scope and depth of the studies

has'necessarlly been restricted. While program managers tend to
.glve high priority to formative evaluation objectives, the State

Board, the Commissipner, and the Assistant Cqmmissioners have

- 3
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' evaluation process.
A

<

greater need for answers |

Federal and state requirements typically encompass both

to summative evaluation guestions;

categories of evaluation objectives but funds are not adeguate to

provide thorough rgsponses to either category. fhe evaluation

statf efforts become fragmented in trying to respond tQ‘all of

»

Y

the 1néormat10n demanas.

Therefore, the Planning and Evaluation Unit is seeking newps

‘ways to’increase the efficiency and effectiveness of the

Some alternatives being considered are:

-

3
’ /
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FIGURE A

Evaluation. Process '
Planning and Evaluation

") The following information represents the basic steps to be

followed by consultants in the Planning and Evaluation

r I.

Unit Ln'conducting evaluation studies:

[«

Establishment of Evaluation Objectives - Cumulative

>

Z'teps {In writing) _ \
) . . . .1
. Proposal or Plan Reviewt- Serxgs BT/Evaluatzon .

Objectives (as appropriate)

B. Project Manager - Verification and Development
of Additional Objectives (as appropriate)

C. Unit Director - Verification and Dévelopqgnt of

~"\ Additional Objectives (as appropriate)

&3

D. Commissioner - Verification and Development of
Additional Objectives (as appropriate)

] -
Development of Evaluation Design and Timeline

Development of a Contract Agreement with Project
Mapager .

Implepentation of the Evaluation Study

v, .
Conduct a Monthly Evaluation Prograf Review with
Project Manager and Unit Directos

’

Development of a Draft Report -
Verification &
Develigggg; of a Final Report Approval by
Developpent and Presentation of
an abstract of the Final Report )
to: N AN

A ’ N\

A. Executive Committee

Guidelines
\

B. State Board of Education

S

Decision Maker-

O
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® Soliciting independeng/funding;forlhtudies of broader
issues raised by the BState Board, the Commissioner,
) , and the Executive Committee:
° Incre351ng the technical assistance ngen by the
evaluators to program Staff so that, program staff
. . would assume greatgr responsszlzty for conducting
formative components of the evaluations;

o

® Prlorltlzlng re&hrests for. dxfferent kxnds of

. evaluation information; LT o,

® Incie351ng thes«use of clerical and Student intern-
assistance for routigg evaluation procedures; and
I'4

® Increasing coordination of evaluation data -

‘requirements ‘with the Accounting Unit and the School,
Finance and Data Seryices information systems.

-None of these alternatives would be easy to accomplish )

A because fund cdts are occurrxng at all levels of education and

present staff workloads a already overburdened.

. Questions

- v
. f

1. wWhat other alternatives could the Unit take to
improve the responsiveness of the evaluation studies?

2.  What communication systems are necessary to meditte
. . theadiffering information needs of the

. . ¥ .
: &rganlzatlon s hxerarohy?-\\ ‘
% .

3 . -

3., What are the major advantages of

a) internal evaluations?
\ S

—— . b)’ independent evaluations? -
. . 4. What are the appropriate kinds of objectxves for
- evaluations done by V. .

¢ a) project staff? ////

> ' ' 'b) management staff? : o7
¢) independent contractors?
. ) ‘ ' \
5. What actions should the Unit, take? Why? ° .
. - /
< ) ’ . '

ol
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Problem Casq Description #4

The State Agency and Third-Party Status
* P

.

Tbetg are time:,when s’t'ate E’ducagién Agency (SEA) evaluators
have difficglty keéiné"tﬁeir“‘thitql-patty "stat‘us:_ George, a,'
ficti%tious name for 'a‘petson who wsas once my boss's boss, asked
rd® to ev'alua‘té ; program. that he had helped, institute. He had_an
activerintetes-t in the success of the program.  The results of my
evaluation wel.:e negative; the program was cénceled. My report,
nhfutally, was not the only réasofi for the cancellation.

For this episodf, Ythe program being evaluated is.-not greatly
important, but it shoudd be briefly described. The program was
es;:ablished to create cooperation between the SEA a-nd’ some of qthe,

. « \!
state universities. Personnel from the SEA were given release

- time (at full pay) to attend olasses, work toward advanced

degrees, and provide services t<\ the Univysfties (i.e., a

graduate assistant). The universities were to make:

tesourcgs--profess'ion.al' time--available to the SEA gx no

charge The profe'ssots were given release time io provide these
free sefvices for the SEA. . - ’

The majo“ason fpt the lack of™success of the program
relates to the use of the.univétsit‘y :es.ourceé by mqnaaats within
the SEA. Most agéncy managers knew of the program, but did not
know how to go about obtaining the free services of'feted'. (This.
is.,a gross over-simplification, but adeguate for our purposes

here.)

tt is important now to understand the ot'ganization of the

Y. ) Afbvaluation unit wit;i{rﬁ:he SEA. I w'as an evaluator, reporting to

the director or eva¥iation. There were other units with 's'inlar

functions in the deéattment.' George was the administrator of the

department. Because of this grganizational structure of the SEA,

I was reporting to, and (in a sensé) eveluating the same person.
That was a very unusual vation in the SEA. Normally, our
evaluations wetgcmélucted on federal programs operated through
phe' SBA, suc: as Title I‘, 'ri.tlci IV, Special Education,
Handigapped, etc. George, and other péogle in his department, °

-

.




were not involved in the admxnistra@ion o€ any of the programs we
normally evaluated. Since George r;borted,to the Chief State
School Officer, our unit (and entire department) was similar to a
staff poéltlon as opb?sed tq.a line position. were in essence
&.n the SEA. To

evaluate a program that George partially administered was, as

third-party, disinterested evaluators housed

stated before, very ubusual. The, evaluation was a special ogse,

, for a short time period, and for one’ report only. s
. Even_though this eval¥tion was a special case, I still had
difficulty keeping a third-party mental frame.of reference. The
difficulty, I must hasten to point out, was caused not by George,
but by me. As‘far as I know, he had no problem with my status. |
The major reason fbr my concern was my newness in the
position I held at the time. I did not know George very well; we
had then recently 'started working together. I was fairly new
wik‘)the agency ;lga. My laéi of experience and knowledge about
George and the agency caused some insecurity on my part. George
did not seem to be a vindictive person, but I ‘did not know how he
would react to a potentially threatening evaluation report. - As:
it turned-out, he was inde;d not vindictive, and reacted very
well. oo
In additién‘t&.my personal difficulties, there can be some
professional prpble@s with this type of evaluation. . An
evaluation lack’ing id&rd-party status is a no-win situation. If
. "the final r;port is pq?itive. critics of the program can easily
claim the evaluator is trying to hide something. The report may
~ \have little credibility even with supporters of the program being
- ¢ gvalua:ed. If the final report is negative, the evaluator may be
‘in a less Ccomfortable position than ] was. Superiors can be
threatened to a greater extent than George appeared to be. There:

could be charges of disloyality, or tzyiﬂg to do a "hatchet job"
] -

t associations between evaluator and

from within. Future/;zports and findings may not be accepted

wg}i, because of the»/
organizational administratot. All this reflects on the entire
evaluation unit, not juségkhe single evaluator within the wunit.

.

— A
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. ) <'I'he cl'edibility\ of the unit can suffer, which hadpers other work

.' . that is truly third-party., _

. ~ The results of this evaluation were not nearly as bleak as
they could have been. George recommended appropriate action be
taken with regard to the program. There was no *imosity between
us after the report was completed.

| .-
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Problem Case Description #5

The Problem With Positives

-

It ooeSn;t happen‘often, but a, few evaluation reports are
thxrely positive; there are no negative findings f The program
smells like a rose, w1th no thorns attached. Non-evaluators may
have dlfflculty 1maginin9 the questions ‘that go through our minds
in such a s1tgatxon. Wh(t digd, I miss? Have I been co—opted by
the program'svxdealiibr personnel? Did I--xntentionalIQ‘or
not--do‘a whitewash on the program? Should I\ do one more chi
sqpare, one more interview? | -

It is possible for programs to meet all the standards agreed

oh before the evaluation. .While it may, be true that other
standards could be appiied (or the .standards themselves could be
evaldéted&? that may 1nvoive adding new rules to the game. Also,
some clre;ts»want specific information. Even then, gear Abby,
wh§ dg I have such a diffioult time living with ho negatives?

. Evaluators are tempted to search for negative results. Thre
1sia‘lendency ve share with. auditors and other third-party
investigators.. I would like to discuss some reasons why we are
tenpted to Eind negative results about the programs we evaluate,

First, .finding negatxve aspects about programs validates our
exiltence and service. We are eapeciallg validated if we find
lonethxng,thet,everyone else missed. Without our service, how
would ,anyone know the flava in a pfogram? We can best see this
idea ‘of validation by deﬁining the purpose of evaluation as
atliltance to decision makers. 1In order to "help"” somecne, we
must start with a problem. If we have no problem, we cannot
help, therefore the'money spent on evaluation has been Wasted.
If we cankb} téll a d}%ii&on maker that something needs changing,
ve heve no service to offer. Our jobs then have no reason for
existence. Good grief, we could even be eliminated. After all,
theid are iof{ngel to pay, children to feed, and a cat that has
not hunted enythihq more gerous than a paper wad.

- &
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Anpther reason we are tempted to search for negative findings

relates to our view of our role. *§t-is easy for an evaluzﬁp{ to

get carrigd awly with the ;maée of an investlgatlYe repor er’
striving valiantly to uncoVer goverpmental waste and |
fnefficxeqcy. .We have, after 911, a\moral obligation to the
public, and especially the }unding sources. Some\ﬁvaluators do
not view their role as similar to investigative reporters. There
stA}l reméins the image of the disinterested ﬁruth seeker. We
‘'simply cannot depend on program managers to point out problems
with their progfﬁ%s. ) .
Finally, ii,ls easier to write about neésllve findings 'than
to write about pb31tiv%'findings. Positive findings tend to
produce a "so what" feeling on the part of the evaluator. When
we put something negative down on paper, we need a lot of
ammunltlon. We‘expect disagreement from program personnel, so we
have to pake“an extra strong case. In order to justifyfoyr
findings, we'mustﬁgather all the support possible from the data.
This justificytion.even includes many of those techniques we
Iearﬁéd in gréduate school, such as how Eo use statistical te;ms/
80 no oné undersgtands whét we are saying. This takes up space in
our reporty and Qé are aware that the value of a report is’
directly correlated with its thickness. (Well, even if we
disagree, our boss believes that, so we have to turn out thick
°repqrts. Ever heard of a person gefting a raise because of a
thln’r;port?)' \—‘f\/‘

_ These are some of the reasons we are temgted to search for
negative results. The temptations are powerful. We feel guilty
if. we do not come up with at least one bad thing about a
program. I tQ}pk, howewver, w: should fight the seduction of
comfort in negative finaings and not be ashamed to present
positive ffndings.

Some evaluators are so ashamed of positive findings that tbey‘
will present them in a reverse manner. ("There is no evidence
- that tﬁis program causes harm to students' reading ability.")

This is almost a double negative. There is a difference between

\' o
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saying we found "nothihg wrong' and saying we found "something

&

right".

Positive findings should be presented w: ‘e same intensity

and fervor as negativg £indings. We still mg8t justify our
findings, ang gathef. all possible suppoft from the data. If
evaluatign findings (either positive of negative) are to be
aceepted, the rigor of any study must be evident to the readers.
Evaluators should realize that it may be helpful to point out
the positive features of a progtem, Perhaps the program managers
only get a feeling. of security, not specifié'suggestions of
things to correct. Even so, other people are znvolved with the
program and interested in the resuits. Evaluatxon reports are
read by people in funding sources, oversight groups, governihg or
advisory committees, as well as the program managers' superiors.
ﬁhlle we often moan and complain about the lack of response to
our repdrts. we really do not know how widely our wbrds are
read. Let us accept for a moment that in so;e casés the system

works, aqa decision.makers do indeed read our ntports;\ A

" positive report can be a hélp to decision d&kers at many levels.

An easy cxample to show thxs help is the case of two programs .

competing for the same funds. T o ' ' \
It ij\}mportant ‘for evaluators to understand that we are not

trying to sell newspapers to 'a jaded public. We may borrow

techniques from the field of -invegtigative reporting; we' may even

- borrow a degree of gkepticism from that field. Our purposes,

however, are different. We are supposed to be aiscovering the
nature and worth of